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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233
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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of '
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under this proposal, many

co-location arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, induding multiplying electricity

expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters

with little choice: either cut back or give up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to

impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation

strong on the nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constitutional

rights are at stake.

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. The FCC

can only make rule changes based on ev!dence - and the evidence you submit can make a difference!

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket

number on top of the Jetter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14,2008 to

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:

The Secretary The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission Federal Communications Commission

445 121h Street, SW 9300 East Hampton Drive

Washington, DC 20554 Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau. Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit http://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of

speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman - visit http://www.savechristianradio.com



March 14, 2008

Federal Communications Commission
c/o Marlene Dortch
445 12th Street SW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Commission Members:
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I reside in a condominium community in suburban Ann Arbor, Michigan. I get my
cable television service through BroadStar Communications, LLC, a private cable
operator. This cable television provider has made a significant capital investment
to serve our community and their service has been excellent. They have provided
the services and options that our community wants. Their services are also
based on the specific desires of individual customers among the multiple
residents who live in our building. They are also close by so we can get prompt
response if there is an issue. There are problems of course, from time to time,
as is the case with any company providing telecommunications services, but our
provider really makes an effort to assure we are given excellent service. Overall,
it is my opinion that they provide an extremely high quality service which is
competitively priced and a welcome addition to our community.

Thank you,

Kenn~th L. Horning
3252 PJimrose.Lane
Ypsilanti, MI. 4819L
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FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONSI
Tell the FCC to keep FREE SPEECH FREE and not to tamper

with Christian and religious programming!

The FCC is considering rule changes that could force Christian radio stations to either modify their

messages or be forced from the aiL

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of the Gospel,

potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If enacted, the proposals

could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their messages by including input from those

who don't share the same values, or to run the risk of costly, long and potentially ruinous government

inquiries.

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio station to take

programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of an area's population. That

means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take progr~mming advice from people whose

values are at odds with the Gospel! Awell organized group of atheists, abortionists or secular humanists

could demand representation - and have standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they were turned away.

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stanps up to the pressure and refuses to compromise on matters

of conscience, could find his or her station' s license renewal tied up for many years as the FCC considers

complaints and allegations over nothing more than the station's chosen broadcast message!

PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every three

months, how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects

the interests of a cross-section of local residents - even those who do not share Gospel values.

RESULT: If enacted, such requirements will give Christian Radio's opponents powerful new tools to harass

and possibly silence Gospel inspired voices. Armed with these reports, adversaries can file complaints with

the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian

Station that insists on only pure Gospel programming could be made to pay a high price for its refusal to

yield airtime to those with other messages.

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of airtr'me 10 any

group that requests it - much like cable television systems make time available on "public access

channels." Received &Inspected
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RESULT: But unlike public access channels, which were created as a kind of open public forum, Christian

Radio is a combination of pulpit and mi"sion. The government cannot force messages from any pulpit, nor

insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints contrary to the Gospel. The same way, It should not be

forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or

atheists.

RESULT: The FCC Is also considering ways it could increase its coercive powers to force speech on

unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight-year license term could

find its license renewal challenged:

While this has long been true, in recent years, the delays caused by these challenges were usually more of

a nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These government

experts had authority to apply reason, and ultimately granted almost every renewal presented.

PROPOSAL: But the FCC is considering a renewal processing procedure that would take renewal-granting

power out of the hands of quafified civil servants when a Christian station, in good conscience, has kept its

message pure and not allowed its facilities to be used to promulgate other messages. Instead of routine

processing by civil servants, such a station's renewal application will be subject to the often multi-year

process of review by the politically-appointed FCC commissioners.

RESULT: Not only will such a designation make a license renewal more time-consuming, but also more

costly to obtain; Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater assistance from

lawyers and other consultants - added E,xpenses that could prove ruinous.

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs of providing Christian Broadcasting

services by eliminating labor-saving technological enhancements that make it possible to operate radio

stations, at least part of the time, without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, the FCC is considering a rule

to require staffing whenever a radio station is on the air - even 'If all the programming at that time is

delivered by satellite, God's love may be free to all, but getting the word out will become even more

expensive - perhaps too expensive for some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also considering a proposal that would force many Christian stations to reiocate

their main studio facilities.

SZNeChnstldnFdo;,o.conl
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several ~issions from one location. But under this proposal, many

co-location arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving. construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying electricity

expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Christian Broadcasters

with little choice: either cut back or giv'e up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be allowed to

impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation

strong on the nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constitutional. ,. .. \. ,
rights are at stake.

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your qornmentslo the record. The FCC

can only make rule changes based on evidence - and the eVidenqe you submit can make a difference!

By Mail: Send a lelter, specifying what the FCC must not do and Why. Make sure you place the docket

number on top of the lelter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Received & Inspected

APR 15 ZOOB

FCC Mali Room

9300 East Hampton Drive

Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Altn: Chief, Media Bureau

445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Altn: Chief, Media Bureau.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by I,pril 14, 2008 to
, j .'

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS, DHL or similar services:

The Secretary The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission Federal Communications Commission

By Internet: Visit hltp://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

You can also write to your Senators ancl Congressman. Tell them that freedom of religion and freedom of

speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman - visit hltp://www.savechristianraclio.com
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I submit the foliowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especialiy religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than aliowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eve~1 radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - evan if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messaga. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionaliy-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish ;3 two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentialiy ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procl3dures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
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I1n, I J luoa
FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmElnt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inc:luding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aceess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial cho,ices.

(4) The FCC must not establi:sh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastl3rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposen1f§iKWlA:I~ected
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. APR 15

?nn8
Any new FCC rules policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A ~aftfRo
proposals discussed In the NPRM ;; enClued, would do so - and must not be adopted. om

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religiOUS broadcasters. to take advice from
peDDie who do not share their values. The NPRMs proposed advisory board proposals would
Impose such unconstitutional mandatEls. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
dent shal"e their values could face increased harassment complaints and even loss of license for
cllOosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape the!r
proqrarnming The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC. from dictating what
;',ewpoltlts a broadcaster. particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
nghTs to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
cOI'scientiously objects to the messa~le The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message
del"Jery mandates on any religion.

(:») ihe FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision·making Information The choice
of programming. espeCially religious programming. is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would

.ide an constitutionally-protected editOrial chOices

(4) !Vlar1Y Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stalion'; Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze nJche and smal!er market broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways (a) by
reqUiring staff presence wilenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fwiher restricting main studio
location cllolces. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
SeiVICE is contrary to the public Interest
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R~Mai~fleom

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies Olr procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eVI!ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aoo!ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagE'. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force relvelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choic:es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants Illy the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcaste,rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f1owin!1 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above..

Name

Title (if any)

Ii a!U-u.<Vh1~7'2<'1-/
Organization (if any)

~ -3/-02£7
Date

Received &Inspected

APR 152008

FCC Mail Room



cc

(----'

--~ " Chk L(t"()

l



Received &InspectedComments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~SnJt5nBllIJB!
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

FCC Mail Room
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number Of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, ~ Emacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value,s. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmEmt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incclffipatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acc:ess requirements would do so - even ~ a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messag'e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forCE' revelation of specific editorial decision-making infonmation. The choice
of programming, especially religious, programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such ttlings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could fac<~ long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastE'rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!~ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

(k,.1<JIt/l~
~gnature

Name

Title (if any)

Ot;la~iza;itln (If any)

/017';' -/7- !?e;ttot--I:>j /.)"
Address c.,tj,4'" i--EUro'-' -z:L--L - (;,/7 dO

Phone

Received & Inspected

APR 15 2008

FCC Mail Room



Received &Inspected

APR 15 7nnRComments in Response to Localiisrn Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not fora~ radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmElnt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particula~y a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the mess~g,e. The First Amendment forbids imposijion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not fOrCEI n~velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pIrOgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected edijorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not estalJlish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stalY true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could fac<~ long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin9 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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APR 15 ?OORComments In Response to Locali!,m Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following COmmllnl:s in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUleJJ;~J~ifI~ Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MIB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religiolls broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing in<;ornpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn <lVllry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public al:cl.>Ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messslgE'. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force re,velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporling on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choil::es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who lItay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could facl~ k)ng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcaslElrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f1owin!~ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs w~h these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

'1l/aifa12Mj
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APR 15 700BComments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlem~~ M~il Room
"NPRM"), released Jan 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force roldio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious br,oadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mLlst present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eV1el')' radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force mvelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prollramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thin!gs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing, The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants bl' the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who S!ely true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastlem operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broaclcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices,
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge-)he FCC not to ac\Qpt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above.
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APR 15 ?OORComments in Response to Localilim Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I . h f II . I . h L I' N' f I=r.C Mail Roomsubmit teo owmg comm,9n'S m response to t e oca Ism otlce 0 Proposed RulemaKing (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies 01' procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force raldio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value,;. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, m~lst present.

(2) The FCC must not turn 'ev'ery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messag.~. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force, rElvelation of speCific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could fac,e long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcast,~rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~V j.4 !'i!>pJ "lU\
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
Me Docket No. 04-233
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APR 15 7008

FCC b'Jail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa!le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religiOUS programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thirlgs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial chciicl~S.

(4) The FCC must not estab"'sh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renElw,al application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicant~,by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face Iiong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing IS often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

Address+11LI f'v[, Bi2res to rei

~
we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose~uj~hirg

(the"NPRM"l, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

!\n)' r,ew FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rightsFE~~v~be;~1m
prCDosals discussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations especially religious broadcasters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
U'lcose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who

t share their values could face in:reased harassment complaints and even loss of license for
d,ooslng to follow their own consciences rather than aliowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their
programming The First Amendment prohibits government, including he FCC, from dictating what
ViSVIiPOillts a broadcaster particularly a, religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radiO station mto a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rlgi'its to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
c;or;sclentlously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
deilvery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ot speCific editorial deCISion-making Information The choice
prog'amming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government

agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
,'wude on constitutionally-protected editorial chOices

(4\ Many Chnstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
"tatlQns Keeping the electricity flowing: is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market b-oadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways (a) by
recuil'lllg staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studiO
iocation chOices RaiSing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curiailed
",e:VIC-8 is contrary to the public interest

\l'Je urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

/~~~¥-:#) __---.#- t~~9_, , _

d1)Jr iU~JJ~i!ubc;-J1lL .J&C{5

Ma_il By April 14. 2008 to:
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released .Ian. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nunilooabJed & Inspected
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

;DR 1'j ?nOR
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals woulBl,e" "",,' ,,00m
impose such unconstitutional mandates. R.eligious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio staltion into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation o'f s,pecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to forCe reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
Intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operatel on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procl:ldures or policies discussed above.

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief. Media Bureau
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Comments in Response to LocalilllTl Notice bf Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RecelvtJu OllfltipeCled

APR 15 lOOB
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlem~ ~il Room

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I. ,

Any new FCC rules, policies, or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force mdio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing in<:ompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, rn~lst present.

(2) The FCC must not turn I~V'~ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public a,~c,~ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagE!. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not fo= re.velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choi':es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face, long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcaste,rs operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f10winll is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market brol~dcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

M0/5,1JwZ6~~~
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Comments in Response to Locallsn~Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people
who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religio'JS broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassrne,nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights
to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the mess'lg,!. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making info~ation. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial ct,oi'l:es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two·-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their tteliets could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters Opl!rate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is often ;~ challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcastl!rs, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stUdio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUbliC interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pmcedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04·233

Received &Inspected

APR 15 ?nnR

FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if Emacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people
who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religic,us broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassm,~nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follOW their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inc~udjng the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every IC,dio station into "a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights
to air time. Proposed public access, I"Elquirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious plrOllramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters oper.~te on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
Keeping the electricity flowing is ottens challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, p,rocedures or policies discussed above.
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